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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1. Restriction to one of the following inventions is required under 35 U.S.C. 121: 

I. Claims 1-12, drawn to a coated component, classified in class 428, 
subclass 655. 

II. Claims 13-22, drawn to a method of making a coated component, 
classified in class 205, subclass 538. 

2. The inventions are distinct, each from the other because of the following reasons: 

3. Inventions of Group I and of Group II are related as process of making and 
product made. The inventions are distinct if either or both of the following can be 
shown: (1) that the process as claimed can be used to make another and 
materially different product or (2) that the product as claimed can be made by 
another and materially different process (MPEP § 806.05(f)). In the instant case 
the product can be made by an alternative process that entails thermally spraying 
the coating material, rather than electroplating the coating material. 

4. Because these inventions are independent or distinct for the reasons given 
above and have acquired a separate status in the art in view of their different 
classification, restriction for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

5. Because these inventions are independent or distinct for the reasons given 
above and the inventions require a different field of search (see MPEP § 808.02), 
restriction for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 
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6. During a telephone conversation with Mr. Janah on 17 February 2006 a 
provisional election was made with traverse to prosecute the invention of Group 
I, claims 1-12. Affirmation of this election must be made by applicant in replying 
to this Office action. Claims 13-22 are withdrawn from further consideration by 
the examiner, 37 CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 

7. Applicant is reminded that upon the cancellation of claims to a non-elected 
invention, the inventorship must be amended in compliance with 37 CFR 1.48(b) 
if one or more of the currently named inventors is no longer an inventor of at 
least one claim remaining in the application. Any amendment of inventorship 
must be accompanied by a request under 37 CFR 1 .48(b) and by the fee 
required under 37 CFR 1.1 7(i). 

Specification 

8. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: The patented 
status and resulting patent number for the parent application, at the first sentence 
of the Specification, should be provided. 

9. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

1 0. Claim 1 1 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in 
proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. It is unclear 
whether Claim 1 1 demands the presence of yttrium containing species. If not, it 
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is not properly further limiting as the independent claim requires a yttrium 
containing species in the electroplated coating layer. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

11. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

12. The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

13. Claims 4 and 7-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

I. Regarding Claims 4 and 10, it is unclear what ratios are encompassed 
by "a stoichiometric ratio." 

II. Regarding Claim 7, it is unclear what is the antecedent basis of the 
phrase "the gas supply." Does this refer to the "gas distributor," or is 
this a different aspect of the process chamber? 

III. Regarding Claim 1 1 , it is unclear whether this limitation requires the 
presence of yttrium containing species. Should the claim read "further 
comprises"? Must yttria be the stabilizing species? 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

14. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

15. A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 
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(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a 
printed publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant 
for a patent. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for 
patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for 
purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the 
international application designated the United States and was published under Article 
21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 



16. Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Goward USP 3,754,903. Goward teaches a turbine engine component having a 
superalloy substrate which is coated with the claimed Y-AI compounds. See 
Goward (Abstract; Figure 1 ; col. 2, line 42 through col. 3, line 6; and Examples 1- 
3). While the coating layer of Goward is applied by sputtering, electroplated 
layers could encompass the structural and compositional characteristics of the 
coating layer of Goward, particularly in view of the lack of claimed processing 
parameters. 

17. Claims 1, 2, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Jackson et al. USP 6,287,644. Jackson teaches a turbine engine component 
having a superalloy substrate coated with a Y-AI containing alloy of 
compositional gradient. See Jackson et al. (Abstract; col. 3, lines 5-41 ; col. 4, 
lines 10-60; col. 5, lines 5-24; col. 8, line 60 through col. 9, line 16; col. 10, line 
57 through col. 11, line 25; col. 13, line 48 through col. 14, line 15). While the 
coating layer of Jackson is applied by vapor deposition, electroplated layers 
could encompass the structural and compositional characteristics of the coating 
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layer of Jackson, particularly in view of the lack of claimed processing 
parameters. 

18. Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Aguero et al. USP 5,807,613. Aguero et al. teaches coating a superalloy 
substrate with an Al-Y alloy coating layer, wherein these materials are useful for 
turbine engine components. See Aguero et al. (col. 1, lines 15-35; col. 4, lines 
24-44; and Example 1 ). While the coating layer of Aguero is applied by ion 
plating deposition, electroplated layers could encompass the structural and 
compositional characteristics of the coating layer of Aguero, particularly in view of 
the lack of claimed processing parameters. 

19. Claims 1-4 and 6 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Morita 
et al. USPA 2002/0012791 . Morita et al. teaches a YAG coated substrate 
support used in a processing chamber, wherein the YAG is plasma resistant. 
See Morita (Abstract; Figure 2; paragraphs 1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 13-15, 43-45, and 90). 
While the coating layer of Morita et al. is applied with a sintered composition, 
electroplated layers could encompass the structural and compositional 
characteristics of the coating layer of Morita et al., particularly in view of the lack 
of claimed processing parameters. 

20. Claims 1-4 and 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Murakawa et al. USP 6,447,937. Murakawa et al. teaches a YAG coated 
substrate support used in a processing chamber, wherein the YAG is plasma 
resistant. See Murakawa (Abstract; Figure 6; col. 3, line 58 through col. 4, line 
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1 3; Table 1 ; col. 21 , line 21 through col. 22, line 5). The window functions as part 
of the wall of the apparatus. While the coating layer of Murakawa et al. is applied 
with a sintered composition, electroplated layers could encompass the structural 
and compositional characteristics of the coating layer of Murakawa et al., 
particularly in view of the lack of claimed processing parameters. 

21. Claims 1, 2, 7, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a and e) as being 
anticipated by O'Donnell et al. USPA 2004/0002221. O'Donnell et al. teaches 
coating a process chamber component with yttria. See O'Donnell et al. 
(paragraphs 27-32, 44, 45, and 68-78). While the coating layer of O'Donnell et 
al. is applied by thermal spraying, electroplated layers could encompass the 
structural and compositional characteristics of the coating layer of O'Donnell et 
al., particularly in view of the lack of claimed processing parameters. 

22. Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Takeuchi 
et al. JP 1 1-229142. Takeuchi et al. teaches forming a YSZ coating layer by 
electrochemical methods on a reaction chamber surface. See Takeuchi et al. 
(Abstract; Claims 1 and 2; and paragraphs 8, 37-41). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

23. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

24. (a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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25. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

26. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

27. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

28. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

29. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

30. Claims 7-10 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Morita et al. USPA 2002/0012791 . Morita et al. teaches a YAG coated 
substrate support used in a processing chamber, wherein the YAG is plasma 
resistant. See Morita (Abstract; Figure 2; paragraphs 1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 13-15, 43-45, 
and 90). While the coating layer of Morita et al. is applied with a sintered 
composition, electroplated layers could encompass the structural and 
compositional characteristics of the coating layer of Morita et al., particularly in 
view of the lack of claimed processing parameters. Morita et al. may not 
exemplify a processing chamber. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the coated substrates of Morita et 
al. as processing chambers as Morita et al. teaches they are effective for this 
purpose. In this configuration, the coated substrate may be deemed to function 
as a liner or wall of the apparatus. 

CONCLUSION 

31 .Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael La Villa whose telephone number is 
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(571 ) 272-1539. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through 
Friday. 

32. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Deborah Jones can be reached on (571) 272-1535. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

33. Information regar ding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 



Michael La Villa 
21 February 2006 




